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THE UNIFORM RESIDENTIAL LANDLORD
AND TENANT ACT:
THE IMPACT OF EXISTING STATE LAWS
The Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act (URLTA) is a major
attempt to standardize state responses to landlord-tenant problems. There are
currently five distinct state dispositions of the URLTA: (1) official adoption,
(2) partial adoption, (3) pending adoption, (4) rejection and (5) no consideration
at all. Through an examination of these dispositions, this note will discuss the
impact of existing landlord-tenant laws on the adoption of the URLTA and
predict where the URLTA is likely to be enacted in the near future.
The vehicle for this examination is a series of charts comparing existing
landlord-tenant statutes. Charts I and II survey the statutory variations in the
fifteen states which have adopted the URLTA. Charts III through V outline
the legislative landlord-tenant reforms which exist in the thirty-five states which
have not adopted the Act.
DEVELOPMENT OF THE URLTA
The American Bar Association drafted the Model Residential Landlord
and Tenant Code in 1969 in response to the growing housing problems of the
poor. Prompted by the A.B.A. Draft, the National Conference of Commissioners
on Uniform State Laws (N.C.C.U.S.L.) created a special subcommittee on
the Model Landlord and Tenant Act to draft a uniform act. The fifth and
"Final Draft" of the URLTA was adopted by the N.C.C.U.S.L. in August,
1972. An "Approved Draft" was formally submitted to the A.B.A. on January
31, 1973. Meanwhile, the A.B.A. Committee on Leases created a subcommittee
on the proposed URLTA which, on January 15, 1973, recommended A.B.A.
approval be withheld until "certain inconsistencies and inadequacies" were
further considered. Some minor changes were made to the Act pursuant to a
meeting between these two subcommittees in October of 1973. The A.B.A.
subsequently endorsed the URLTA in February 1974 on the condition the Act
could be amended in the future. The Executive Committee of the N.C.C.U.S.L.
approved these amendments which were in turn automatically "adopted without
disapproval" as the official text of the URLTA by the N.C.C.U.S.L. in
1974.1
1. The source of this summary of the history of the URLTA is a publication of the N.C.C.U.S.L.: J.
Levi, The Uniform Residential Landlord and Tenant Act-A Brief History. "Adopted without
disapproval" is the official N.C.C.U.S.L. disposition of such compromise amendments adopted by the
Executive Committee without need for further action by the entire conference.
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ADOPTION OF THE URLTA
The URLTA has been officially adopted in fifteen states2 and enacted less
completely in eight more states.3 Delaware is often considered to be a sixteenth
state to officially adopt the URLTA. However, the Delaware Landlord-Tenant
Code was enacted on June 29, 1972 but the "Final Draft" of the URLTA
was not submitted to nor approved by the N.C.C.U.S.L. until August 11,
1972. The Delaware Code uses a similar format but does not enact the wording
of the "approved draft" of the URLTA. Although the Delaware Code should
not be considered an enactment of the official text of the URLTA, it is at
least a series of statutes which used the initial drafts of the URLTA as
guidelines.
A. Deletions from the Official Text
Chart I outlines the major changes to the URLTA made by the states
officially adopting the Act. This outline shows that most of these states
consistently delete certain specific sections of the official text. The most
controversial of these deletions is URLTA § 4.103 "Self-Help for Minor
Defects."' 5 Landlord groups in all of these states have been violently opposed
to relinquishing this control over their property. Pro-tenant groups generally
regard this remedy as essential to any meaningful landlord-tenant law reform.
However, § 4.103 has been frequently compromised to prevent rejection of the
entire Act. 6
B. Amending the Official Text
No state has adopted the URLTA without amending some of its
provisions. 7 As indicated by Chart I, the most significant area of amendment
2. Alaska, Alaska Stat. §§ 34.03.010 et seq. (1975), as amended by Alaska Stat. §§ 34.03.010 et seq.(Supp. 1979); Arizona, Ariz. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 33-1301 et seq. (1974), as amended by Ariz. Rev.
Stat. Ann. §§ 33-1301 et seq. (Supp. 1979); Florida, Fla. Stat. Ann. §§ 83.40 et seq. (West Supp.
1979); Hawaii, Haw. Rev. Stat. §§ 521-1 et seq. (1976), as amended by Haw. Rev. Stat. §§ 521-1
et seq. (Supp. 1978); Iowa, Iowa Code Ann. §§ 562A.1 et seq. (West Supp. 1979); Kansas, Kan.
Stat. §§ 58-2540 et seq. (1976), as amended by Kan. Stat. §§ 58-2540 et seq. (Supp. 1979);
Kentucky, Ky. Rev. Stat. Ann. §§ 383.505 et seq. (Baldwin 1979); Montana, Mont. Rev. Codes Ann.§§ 42-401 et seq. (1979); Nebraska, Neb. Rev. Stat. §§ 76-1401 et seq. (1976); New Mexico, N.M.
Stat. Ann. §§ 47-8-1 et seq. (1978); Oklahoma, Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 41, §§ 101 et seq. (WestSupp.
1979); Oregon, Or. Rev. Stat. §§ 91.700 et seq. (1977); Tennessee, Tenn. Code. Ann. §§ 64-2801 et
seq. (1976), as amended by Tenn. Code. Ann. §§ 64-2801 et seq. (Supp. 1979); Virginia, Va. Code§§ 55-248.2 et seq. (Supp. 1979); Washington, Wash. Rev. Code Ann. §§ 59.18.010 et seq. (Supp.
1978). See generally Chart 1.
3. California, Connecticut, Delaware, Indiana, Maryland, Nevada, North Dakota, Ohio. See Chart II,
for comparisons and specific citations.
4. The sections of the N.C.C.U.S.L. approved 1974 amended text of the URLTA most often deleted
when the Act is officially adopted by a state are §§ 1.102-1.106, 1.201, 1.203, 1.402, 1.404, and
4.103.
5. URLTA Section 4.103 is the Act's "self-help" remedy. It allows a tenant to make inexpensive (under
$100) repairs that the landlord should have made, and deduct the cost from the periodic rent.
6. The author has received many notable references concerning these conclusions. The most significant
of these are: Alaska, Letter from Donald E. Clocksin, Chief Counsel, Alaska Legal Services Corp.
(Nov. 8, 1978); Arizona, Minutes of April 20, 1973 meeting of Senate Subcommittee on S.B. 1096;
Florida, Report on the URLTA. Florida Law Revision Council (1973); Hawaii, Letter from Lester J.
Ishads, Legislative Reference Bureau (Oct. 25, 1979); Iowa, Letter from Speaker Floyd H. Millen
(Sept. 19, 1979); Kansas, Letter from Art Griggs, Assistant Revisor of Statutes (Oct. 18, 1978);
Kentucky, Letter from William N. Wiley, Legislative Research Commission (Oct. 4, 1978); Nebraska,
Letter from Legislative Council (Sept. 20, 1979); Oregon, Letter from Kyle B. Smith, Law Clerk,
Legislative Counsel Committee (Nov 13, 1978); Tennessee, Letter from Ellen C. Tewes, Legislative
Attorney for Office of Legal Services (Oct. 6, 1978); Washington, Letter from Speaker John A.
Bognariol (Nov. 6, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
7. The sections most often amended are: §§ 1.301, 1.403, 2.101, 2.104, 4.101, 4.102, 4.105, 4.201, 4.203,
4.301, and 5.101.
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involves URLTA § 5.101 "Retaliatory Conduct Prohibited."8 Landlord-supported
groups have generally opposed this section as being vague and granting an
unfair advantage to destructive tenants who cannot be evicted without great
difficulty. Section 5.101 has nevertheless been generally enacted, but often
with more protection for unfair landlords.
C. Supplementing the URLTA
Eight states officially adopting the URLTA have enacted other laws to
significantly supplement the Act's provisions. Alaska requires "escrow" accounts
for security deposits, 9 provides for disposition of abandoned tenant posses-
sions, 10 allows an award of attorney fees to any prevailing party in litiga-
tion,11 and omits the landlord's maintenance requirements for its remotest
areas. 12 Arizona prohibits discrimination against tenants with children. 13 Hawaii
extensively outlines the intent and purpose of its act. 14 Iowa adds several new
definitions. 15 Montana excludes sporting lodges from its coverage. 16 Nebraska
has made several additions, including an extensive enforcement procedure. 17
Oregon allows attorney fees awarded to prevailing parties in litigation 18 and
a twenty-four-hour termination for health-safety reasons. 19
D. Substantial Modification of the URLTA
Chart I further shows that two states officially adopting the URLTA have
so extensively amended, deleted and added sections that the URLTA is only
marginally recognizable in the resulting state legislation. Kansas has adopted
the general outline of the URLTA, but has made many substantive changes
to the official text. Thirteen sections have been deleted (including URLTA
§ 4.103 for "self-help,") 20 and at least seventeen major sections have been
amended. 21 Kansas has also enacted at least six sections to supplement the
URLTA, and has excluded landlord liability for an "act of God. ' '22 Washington
landlord-tenant statutes are very confusing and are not organized similar to
the statutory framework of the URLTA. While the URLTA was a model for
the Washington Act, 23 there seems to be a conflicting combination of old and
8. URLTA Section 5.101 prohibits "retaliatory" conduct by the landlord. It proscribes rent increases,
service decreases and legal actions directed against a tenant within one year after that tenant complains
of landlord conduct or becomes involved in a tenant's organization.
9. Alaska Stat. § 34.03.070(c) (1975).
10. Alaska Stat. § 34.03.260 (1975).
11. Alaska Stat. § 34.03.350 (1975).
12. Alaska Stat. § 34.03.100(b) (1975).
13. Ariz. Rev. Stat. Ann. § 33-1317 (Supp. 1979).
14. Haw. Rev. Stat. §§ 521-2(b)(3) [Formalizes change from law of conveyances to law of contact as
basis for landlord-tenant relationship], 521-3(b) and (c), 521-5 (1976).
15. Iowa Code Ann. §§ 562A.6 (West Supp. 1979) includes definitions of "Business, Rental Deposit,"
and "Reasonable Attorney's Fees."
16. Mont. Rev. Codes Ann. § 42-408(8) (1979).
17. Neb. Rev. Stat. §§ 76-1440 to 76-1447 (1976).
18. Or. Rev. Stat. § 91.755 (1977).
19. Or. Rev. Stat. § 91.820(3) (1977).
20. The sections of the official URLTA text which are not adopted by Kansas are 1.102-1.105, 1.201,
1.203(b), 1.302, 1.304, 3.103(d), 4.101(a) (3), 4.103, 4.104, and 4.202.
21. See Chart 1.
22. The additional provisions are Kan. Rev. Stat. §§ 58-2543(m), 58-2548, 58-2550(d), 58-2565(b) through
(f), 58-2570(d), and 58-2572(c) ["Act of God" exclusion].
23. Letter from Speaker John A. Bognariol (November 6, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legis-
lation).
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new law. The confusing result may not be very recognizable, but it is considered
to be an official adoption of the URLTA. 24
E. Current Debate on Past Adoptions of the URLTA
The official enactments of the URLTA are being challenged in only three
states: Kentucky, Nebraska, and Oregon. Kentucky has limited the Act's
geographic coverage to the large urban centers bordering Cincinnati, Ohio. 25
Community service groups from other areas have attempted to convince the
legislature to extend this coverage, but landlord groups have successfully
defeated these arguments in the past. There appears to be little chance of
extending the coverage of the Kentucky URLTA, but this debate
continues. 26 The Nebraska legislature is currently involved in extensive debate
over the URLTA between its major proponents, the League of Women Voters
along with various tenant associations, and its major opponent, the Omaha
Housing Authority. The advocates of the Nebraska URLTA believe that the
rental business is a "seller's market" with many substandard buildings and
very few tenant rights. The anti-URLTA forces believe the Act increases rents,
weakens landlord rights, and does not improve existing enforcement statutes.
While the result of Nebraska's extensive committee hearings are unpredictable,
the state has not yet adopted any recent amendments to the URLTA.27 In
contrast, Oregon's URLTA controversy primarily involves not legislative debate
but court challenges of specific URLTA provisions. In L & M Investment Co.
v. Morrison, the Oregon Appellate Court recently found unconstitutional the
sections of the Act which allow a tenant to deduct the cost of repairs from
his rent.28 This ruling was subsequently reversed but the case is still being
considered on other issues.29 In 1979, the Oregon Supreme Court heard
arguments in Brewer v. Erwin30 concerning emotional distress damages under
the URLTA and the validity of remaining tort remedies. The final ramifications
of these cases are uncertain, but their results will have a significant impact
on the Oregon URLTA. 31
F. The "Piecemeal" Adoption of the URLTA
Eight states have adopted the URLTA in a "piecemeal" manner.32 Chart
II compares the laws of these states to modern landlord-tenant reforms and
indicates that these states have either adopted selected portions of the URLTA
or merely used the URLTA as a guide in drafting their own statutes. California's
24. Letter from John M. McCabe, Legislative Director of the N.C.C.U.S.L. (October 20, 1978) (on file
with the Journal of Legislation).
25. Ky. Rev. Stat. § 383.715(1).
26. Conclusions concerning Kentucky law are from: Letter from William N. Wiley, Legislative Research
Commission (October 4, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
27. Conclusions concerning Nebraska law are from: Letter from Chris Quinn, Legislative Researchist for
the Legislative Council (September 20, 1979) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
28. L&M Investment Co. v. Morrison, 34 Or. App. 231, 578 P.2d 462 (1978), affd on rehearing 583
P.2d 19 (1978), rev'd 286 Or. App. 397, 594 P.2d 1238 (1979), hereinafter cited as L&M.
29. Id.
30. Brewer v. Erwin, 600 P.2d 398 (Sept. 25, 1979). Essentially, the Oregon Supreme Court determined
that since URLTA § 1.105 provides for "appropriate" tenant damages, a tenant can recover for
emotional distress caused by malicious landlord acts so long as such damages are "appropriate."
31. A significant contribution to this note was made by a Letter from Michael H. Marcus, Director of
Litigation, Legal Aid Service, Multnomak Bar Association (September 12, 1979), who provided the
information for these conclusions concerning Oregon (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
32. California, Connecticut, Delaware (see note 6, supra), Indiana, Maryland, Nevada, North Dakota,
and Ohio. See Chart II for specific comparisons and citations.
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experience with this process is typical of the other seven states. The California
Association of Realtors has opposed the URLTA since its first introduction
in 1974. This lobby has been so influential that all of the California proposals
to adopt the URLTA have "died" in committee. The URLTA opponents
believe that Callifornia legislation sufficiently protects tenant rights and that
scarce legislative time should be spent on other issues. 33 Consequently,
pro-URLTA forces have elected to propose a few selected provisions and
concentrate on the adoption of only one provision at a time. A security deposits
law has been enacted, 34 and proposals are pending on habitability, "self-help,"
and retaliatory evictions. However, the URLTA has no immediate future in
California, or in any of the other seven similar states.
An anomaly among the states adopting the URLTA on a "piecemeal"
basis is Maryland. Portions of the URLTA were proposed in Maryland in
1977 and 1978, but were neither adopted nor reintroduced. 35 The adoption of
the URLTA is no longer an active issue in Maryland because state legislators
are convinced that the statutes listed on Chart II are even more pro-tenant
than the URLTA. 36 While Maryland clearly has some liberal landlord-tenant
laws, even a cursory study of this chart shows that Maryland's statutes are
not more noticeably developed than those in other "piecemeal" states. 37 It is
not clear how much longer Maryland legislators will maintain this position,
but the experiences of similar states would indicate that they must eventually
confront the URLTA issues more directly. 38
WHERE THE URLTA IS PENDING
The URLTA is currently pending official adoption in at least two states,
Arkansas and Wisconsin. 39 While the Act has never been proposed in the
Arkansas legislature, the Arkansas Bar Association is currently developing
a proposal concerning the Act to be introduced in 1980.40 By contrast, the
33. These conclusions concerning California are primarily the contribution of Richard E. Blumberg,
Associate Director, National Housing and Economic Development Law Project, from two sources: (1)
Letter to the author (October 18, 1978), and (2) Blumberg & Robbins, Beyond URLTA: A Program
for Achieving Real Tenant Goals, 11 Harv. C.R.-C.L.L.R. 1 (1976). These opinions on California
legislative matters were corroborated by two other sources: (1) Letter from David A. Roberti, Majority
Floor Leader, California Senate (November 17, 1978), and (2) Letter from Richard Brantingham,
Legislative and Policy Analyst, California Department of Housing and Community Development
(November 30, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
34. California Civil Code §§ 1950.7, 1951.7 (West 1978).
35. H.B. 778, 1977 Session of General Assembly [Concerning URLTA § 5.101]; H.B. 1135 [URLTA
§ 4.1041 and H.B. 1136 [URLTA § 4.1071, 1978 Session of General Assembly.
36. Letter from Steven G. Davison, Reporter of Governor's Commission on Landlord-Tenant Law Revision
(November 21, 1978). This Commission feels the URLTA should not be adopted since Maryland law
is presently superior. Consequently, the Commission has never introduced any URLTA sections to the
legislature, but it is studying URLTA §§ 2.104, 3.101, 3.102, 4.102, 4.103, 4.104, 4.105, and 4.107
at this time (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
An excellent analysis of Maryland landlord-tenant law is Davison, The Uniform Residential Landlord
and Tenant Act and its Potential Effects Upon Maryland Landlord- Tenant Law. 5 U. Bait. L. Rev.
247 (1976), in which three areas of Maryland law are outlined as superior to the URLTA: retaliatory
evictions, security desposits, and "holding-over" of tenants.
37. See Chart II.
38. The conclusions concerning Maryland law are the contribution of the sources in note 42 and Letter
from Thomas C. Smith, Legislative Counsel, Department of Legislative Reference, Maryland General
Assembly (November 30, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
39. See Chart III.
40. Letter from C.E. Ransick, Arkansas Bar Association Executive Director (November 10, 1978); Letter
from Larry D. Holifield, Staff Attorney for the Arkansas Legislative Council (October 20, 1978) (on
file with the Journal of Legislation).
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Wisconsin legislature has rejected the URLTA on five separate occasions.4 1
A few statutes were, however, enacted using the URLTA as a guide, 42 and
the state executive department is currently studying Wisconsin landlord-tenant
laws.43 Chart III compares the development of the statutes in both of these
states to modern landlord-tenant reforms. An examination of this chart indicates
that neither of these states has any other extensive landlord-
tenant statutes. 44 With an obvious need for more statutes to correct this lack
of legislation, the Wisconsin and Arkansas debates over the URLTA are likely
to continue for some time.
WHERE THE URLTA HAS LITTLE FUTURE
The URLTA is a dormant issue in about twenty-five states. The legislatures
of ten of those states have rejected the Act and are no longer actively
considering it.45 Chart IV indicates that most of these states have very few
landlord-tenant statutes of any kind. 46 One state, Vermont, has so few
landlord-tenant statutes that its laws are not listed on the chart at all. The
URLTA was summarily rejected almost without argument in all of these states
but two: Alabama and Pennsylvania. In 1977, despite the support of the faculty
and students of the Alabama School of Law, the proposed URLTA was
rejected by the Alabama legislature.47 The powerful opposition of the Birmingham
area realtors has and will probably continue to dominate Alabama's landlord-tenant
law proposals in the foreseeable future. 48 In Pennsylvania, the struggle between
landlord and tenant supporters has been stalemated in the legislature. Tenant
groups lack the cohesive political clout to effectively lobby for the Act.49 Very
little reasoned debate has been offered, perhaps due to (1) the state's large
rural population and (2) the racial issues inherent in the tenants' rights
disputes. 50 Realistically, the URLTA has no future at all in these states. 51
The fifteen states surveyed on Chart V have apparently never considered
the URLTA and are not considering it at this time.52 The chart shows that
landlord-tenant statutes in these states are very old and very sparse. Only five
of these states appear to have had any modern debate on landlord-tenant
issues. Colorado recently adopted a mobile home parks statute based upon the
URLTA. 53 The Georgia House of Representatives is conducting a detailed
41. Letter from Senator James T. Flynn (December 22, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
42. Letter from Mark C. Patronsky, Staff Attorney for the Wisconsin Legislative Council (October 11,
1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
43. Id.
44. See Chart III.
45. Alabama, Idaho, Illinois, Maine, North Carolinia, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah,
and Vermont. See Chart IV for comparisons and specific citations.
46. See Chart IV.
47. Letter from Russell Riley, Legislative Assistant to the Lt. Governor (October 16, 1979) (on file with
the Journal of Legislation).
48. Id. Also, a proposed new damage deposit law was similarly rejected.
49. Letter, Phyllis R. Ryan, State Tenants Organization of Pennsylvania (STOP) (November 22, 1978)
(on file with the Journal of Legislation).
50. Id.
51. Letter, I. Marvin Miller, Member of Governor's Commission on Landlord-Tenant law (November 24,
1978). Mr. Miller attributes this future to unsophisticated, parochial, tenant-oriented interest groups
which have proposed the Act (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
52. Colorado, Georgia, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, New York, South Carolina, Texas, West Virginia, and Wyoming. See Chart V for
comparisons and specific citations.
53. Senate Bill No. 436, 1979 Colo. Sess. Laws.
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study of this area.54 Massachusetts has some pro-tenant statutes and has
considered changes within the context of those laws.55 Michigan arguably has
a state constitutional provision against overbroad statutes that is in conflict
with the URLTA.56 Mississippi recently "killed" a proposal in a House
committee.5 7 No landlord-tenant statutory reform appears likely in any of these
states in the near future.
CONCLUSIONS
Those states which have adopted the URLTA in some form are not without
controversy, but the charts in this note indicate that the adopting states have
the most extensive statutory approaches to landlord-tenant problems. Those
states which have failed to consider the URLTA in depth have, by contrast,
very sparse landlord-tenant laws and are not currently considering enacting
any more. The states which have completely rejected the URLTA have at
least some extensive laws which their legislatures apparently prefer to the
URLTA. Therefore, the only immediate opportunity for adoption of the URLTA
appears to be in the two states currently considering adopting the Act. Since
both of these latter states need more extensive landlord-tenant statutes, the
URLTA should be either adopted or used as a guide for statutes when these
two legislatures eventually enact new landlord-tenant laws.
Regardless of the chance of the survival of the URLTA as a complete or
supplemental state landlord-tenant law, the Act has still prompted debate in
every state whose legislature has seriously considered it. Whether or not the
fifteen states which have not considered the Act ever adopt it, the experience
of the other thirty-five states indicates that the URLTA will continue to be
an influential force in the landlord-tenant debates of any legislature which
studies the Act.
Robert D. Mercer-Falkoff
B.S., United States Military Academy, 1972;
J.D. Candidate, University of Notre Dame Law School, 1980.
54. Letter from Jim Martin, Attorney for the Atlanta Legal Aid Society, Inc. (December 18, 1978) (on
file with the Journal of Legislation).
55. Letter from Mary Ellen Beatly, Researcher for the Committee on Urban Affairs (State House)
(October 25, 1978) (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
56. Letter from Speaker Bobby D. Crim (October 16, 1978). Michigan Constitution of 1963, Article IV
§ 24--"A law shall have only one object which shall be clearly stated in its title." While this may
be a problem, Michigan has adopted other uniform laws and should be able to adopt the URLTA
(on file with the Journal of Legislation).
57. Letter from Bobby Waites, Director of House Services (October 12, 1979), concerning H.B. 511, 1979
Miss. Laws (on file with the Journal of Legislation).
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APPENDIX
CHARTS
CHART I
Chart I is a comparison of how the URLTA has been officially adopted. Each URLTA
section is displayed for each state.
An "X" symbol on the chart indicates that the official URLTA section was substantially
incorporated into the state's adoption of the Act.
A "blank" space indicates that this section of the URLTA was not adopted by the state in
any manner.
Significant deletions from the official text, additions to the URLTA text and citations are listed
where necessary.
A comment concerning "unamended" or "amended" text refers to the 1972 and 1974 N.C.C.U.S.L.
drafts of the Act, respectively.
The symbol "L/L refer to "Landlord."
CHARTS II, 1II, IV and V
Charts II, III, IV and V compare the landlord-tenant laws of various states to contemporary
consumer-oriented statutes other than the URLTA.
An "X" on these charts indicates that the state has adopted this specific type of statute without
any distinctive provision.
A "blank" space means that the state has no such statute at all.
Significant citations and notes are as listed. Several types of statutory measures are listed on
these charts:
Retaliatory Eviction Prohibition refers to those statutes prohibiting a landlord from evicting
a tenant in response to some proper tenant conduct. The subdivisions listed indicate various
kinds of provisions in such statutes.
Good Cause Limitation refers to a specific statute requiring "good cause" for all evictions
of tenants.
Unlawful Detainer Evictions refers to all evictions not listed in the first category above.
The various subdivisions refer to common provisions of statutes concerning such evictions.
Habitability Requirements refers to the statutory requirement of a landlord to provide a
"habitable" place for his tenant to live. General specifications in such statutes, including
"Essentials" and "housing codes," are listed as common definitions of "habitable." Various
tenant remedies for violations of these standards are listed under "Remedies."
Security Deposits refers to the statutes controlling the desposits a tenant must give his
landlord.
Landlord's Termination of Lease and Miscellaneous list specific provisions limiting the
landlord's rights.
No Child Discrimination refers to prohibitions on refusals to rent to families with children.
Distraint refers to actual locking a tenant out of the premises.
Distress refers to seizure of the tenant's personal property.
Organization of Statutes lists general comments by the author concerning how each state's
landlord-tenant statutes are organized within its system of codification.
Separate means that the indicated landlord-oriented provisions are not within the same
subsection of the statute as the corresponding tenant provisions.
Centralized refers to how many different areas of the state's statutes the researcher must
look to find all of the landlord-tenant provisions.
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CHART I: STATES OFFICIALLY ADOPTING THE URLTA
URLTA SECTIONS
1.101 1.102 1.103 1.104 1.105 1.106 1.201 1.202 1.203 1301 1.302
ALASKA X X X X X X X X X X X
ARIZONA X Deletes X X X X X Return-date "Dwelling Unit" ex- X
1.102(a), procedure cludes vacant mo-
1.102(b) added AS bile home lots, AS
Summarized §33-1309 §33-1310(3);
in AS §33- 1.301(10) Amend-
1303 ed Text used in AS§33-1310(10)
FLORIDA X Deletes 1.202(5) and Deletes 1.301(1), X
1.202(7) (6), (12), (13);
1.301 (2) text
changed to include
mobile homes
FSA 83 §43(2)
HAWAII X Deletes X X X Deletes 1.202(6), Deletes 1.301(2), X
1.102(b)(3) (7); 1.202(1) text (6), (10)
changed to include
residence at Univ. of
Hawaii HRS §521-7
IOWA X X X X X Deletes X
1.301(1)-(8); uses
Unamended T xt
KANSAS X X X Deletes X Unameuded
1.203(b) Text used
KRS §58-
2543
KENTUCKY X X X X X X X X "Rent" includes X
security deposit
KRS §383.545(10)
MONTANA X Deletes X X X X X X Deletes 1.301(2); X
1.102(b) (3) 1.301 (3) text
changed to exclude
mobil homes;
Amended Text
wording used
NEBRASKA X X X X X X X X X 1.301(2) text X
changed to use a
"Minimum Housing
Code" NRS §76-1410;
Unamended Text
wording
NEW MEXICO X X X X X X X X Deletes Deletes 1.301(14) X
1.203(b)
OKLAHOMA X Uses only Deletes 1.202(5) Deletes Deletes 1.301(1) X
1.102(a) 1.203(b)
OREGON X X X Includes off-campus, Deletes 1.301(13). X
non-dorm. housing. But includes spaces
ORS §91.710(1) for mobil homes in
1.301(3)
ORS §91.705
VIRGINIA X Deletes Adds extra, & more Adds a definition of
1.102(a) general exdusions security deposit
C.V. §55-248.5 C.V. §55-248.4
TENNESSEE X X X X Act applies Deletes 1.202(3), X Uses Unamended Text Deletes
only to large (5) in TCA 1.302(c),
counties §64-2803(1) Reworded
TCA §64- by TCA
2802 §64-2811
WASHINGTON X RCWA Deletes Deletes 1.301(1), X
§59.18.040(3) 1.203(b) (2), (4), (6), (10),
excludes "temporary (12)
tenants"
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STATES OFFICIALLY ADOPTING THE URLTA
URLTA SECTIONS _
1.303 1.304 1.401 1.402 1.403 1.404 1.405 2.101 2.102
ALASKA X X Reworded by X Deletes "therewith," uses X X Max. 2months rent deposit Adds "for
AS §34.03.- "willfully," and puts no limit adds "willfully," double the purpose
100 to be on damages AS §34.03.040 deposit damages max. of" AS
more specific AS §34.03.070 §34.03.080(c)
ARIZONA X X X Lease may provide for X X Max. 1-1/2 months rent X
attorney fee award to deposit AS §33-1312A
prevailing litigant AS§33-1315A(2); 1.403(b)
damages s t at 2 months
rent AS §33-13158
FLORIDA X X X X Deletes, but 3 months rent X
max. deposit and 5% interest
I in FSA 83 §49
HAWAII X X X X 1.403(3) changed to allow X X Treble deposit damages X
fees of 25% of unpaid rent
HRS §521-35
IOWA X X X X 1.403(a)(1) not applied to X X Rewords
rural reas 2.102(a);
LCA. §562A.11(1) (a) Adds 2
months Rent
Deposit &
interest
I.C.A.
§562A-12
KANSAS X X X No Damages Limit; parties X X Max. 1-1/2 months rent X
can agree to liability limit deposit on furnished dwellings
KRS §58-2547 KRS §58-2550; 2.101(c)
changed to allow 1-1/2
1 times damages
KENTUCKY X X X Only first sentence in X X Complete rewording not a X
1.403(b) used in KRS URLTA section§383.570(2)
MONTANA X Section 1.401(b) 6 X X X X X
condensed t red to use
by RCM "as§42.412(1) determined
by the land-
lord" RCM§42.413(2)
NEBRASKA Deletes X X X X Allows 1/4 month rent pet X
1.303 (a) (2) deposit no double dam-
ages NRS §76-1416(1)
NEW MEXICO Reworded X X No damages limit; Section X Complete rewording NMSA X
by NMSA reworded §47-8-18§47-8-12 NMSA §47-8-16, 17
OKLAHOMA Second sentence of 1.403(b) X Reworded; No max. deposit X
Deleted 41 O.S. Supp. 1978 or damages 41 O.S. Supp.
§113 1978 §115
OREGON X 30 day notice Deletes 1.403(a) (3); no X X Reworded; no max. deposit X
before nt attorneys fees ORS or damages ORS §91.760
increase ORS §91.745(2)
§91.740
VIRGINIA X X X Deletes Damage Limit of X 2 months rent max. deposit Deletes
1.403(b) C.V. §55-248.9(b) interest 45 days in 2.101(b); 2.102(c) (2)
No damage limit
C.V. §55-248.11
TENNESSEE X Deletes all X X Deletes 1.403(a)(1),(3); X Reworded; no time limit no Deletes
bet 1.304- no damage limits TCA max. Amounts TCA §64-2821 2.102(c)(2)(a)1, 2 and §64-2813(b)
rewords.
TCA§64-2806
WASHINGTON X X Complete rewording RCWA
I_ 1 _ §§59.18.270,280
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URLTA SECTIONS
2.103 2.104 2.105 3.101 3.102 3.103
ALASKA X Deletes 2.104(a) (1). "Transfer to Deletes 3.101(1) No written notice AS 1-day notice before entry
2.104(d) (2) new landlord" §34.03.130(a) AS §34.03.140(c)
added AS§34.03.110(a)
ARIZONA X Deletes 2.104(e); X X No substantial modi- X
Amended Text used in fication to rental agree-
AS §33-1324 ment allowed AS§33-1342B
FLORIDA X Adds new provisions, ex: X Deletes 3.103(d) (1)
lock and key provided
FSA 83 §51(2)
HAWAII X X X X X X
IOWA X No L/L liability for tenant Deletes last X X 24-hour notice in
property in common areas, sentence 3.103(c)
ICA §15(1) (c); Amended ICA §562A(19)(3)
Text wording
KANSAS X "Act of God" excuse for X X X Deletes last sentence of
2.104(a); Reasonable 3.103(c) & all of
care in common areas; 3.103(d) KRS §58-2557
Amended Text wording
KRS §58-2553(a)
KENTUCKY X X Deletes last X X X
sentence of
2.105 (a)
KRS§383.600
MONTANA X Applies only to units with X X 30-day notice but no 24 hours in 3.103(d)
3 or fewer families RMC consent by writing RCM RCM §42.424(3)§42.420(4) §42.423(2)
NEBRASKA Excuse of Deletes 2.104(b),(e); X Tenant must leave No writing, reasonable 1 day in 3.103(c), NRS
reasonable Unamended Text premises as he found notice, NRS §76-1422 §76-1423(3)
effort, NRS "Minimum Housing Code" them, NRS §76-1421(2)§76-1418 standard, NRS §76-1419
NEW MEXICO X "Minimum Housing Code" X "Minimum Housing Code" X Reworded; last sentence
standard used but not standard NMSA §47-.8-22 of 3.103(c) deleted,
defined; Unamended Text, NMSA §47-8-24
NMSA §47-8-20
OKLAHOMA X 41 O.S. Supp 1978 §118 X X 1 day in 3.103(c), 41
deletes 2.104(a)(1) & O.S. Supp 1978 §128
omits residences with 2
or fewer families
OREGON Deletes 2.104(a)(1),(3); No reference to codes; X X
2.104(c), (d), (e) reasonable maintenance
I only, ORS §91.775(1)
VIRGINIA Deletes 2.104(d); X Tenant must comply with X X
Unamended Text L/L rules, C.V. §55-248.16
TENNESSEE X Deletes Deletes Deletes 3.101(4),(5) X Deletes 3.103(d)
2.104(a) (5),(b),(c), 2.105(b)(d),(e); limits to units
of 4 or more residencesTCA §64-2824(a)
WASHINGTON X Deletes 3.101(1),(4),(7) X X
RCWA §59.18.130 _
19801 URLTA
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URLTA SECTIONS
3.104 4.101 4.102 4.103 4.104 4.105
ALASKA AS §34.03.150 Less time in 4.101(a) and Smaller tenant recovery, X No attorney fees,
allows more rea- no attorney fees, AS AS §34.03.170 AS §34.03.210
sonble notice §34.03.160
ARIZONA No reference to No attorney fees, omits Unamended Text of 4.103(a) changed No attorney fees; No attorney fees
notice, AS 4.101 (a) (2), 4.102(a) (2); option of 2 to $150 and 20 Unamended Text AS §33-365A
§33.1344 AS §33-1361B months rent or double days to reply, AS §33-1364A(1)
damages, AS §33-1362C AS §33-1363A
FLORIDA X Adds remedies if breach X X X
not corrected in 7 days,
FSA 83 §60(1)
HAWAII X X No 5-day notice No $100 or 1/2 X X
rent limits
IOWA No 7-day limit, Amended T xt wording. ICA No damage limits in Deletes 4.104(b) X
ICA §562A.20 §562A.21 4.102(b), ICA§562A.22(2)
KANSAS X Deletes 4.101(a)(2); no Unamended Text 1 1/2 X Deletes last
14-day limit omits "by months rent or 1 1/2 sentence of
reason of breach;" damages in 4.102(b) KRS 4.105(a), KRS
Unamended Text KRS §58-2560(b) §58-2561§58-2559(a)
KENTUCKY X X X X Deletes reference X
to substitute
housing. KRS
_____ _ __ ____ ___  ____§3M.640
MONTANA X Rewords & limits repairs Unamended Text RCM X Unamended Text X
to 1 month rent cost, §42.427 RCM §42.429
RCM §42.426
NEBRASKA X Unamended Text excuse Unamended Text, NRS Excuse for L/L it X
for L/L if conditions beyond §76-1426(1) conditions beyond
his control, his control, NRS
NRS §76-1429(2) §76-1427
NEW MEXICO X Unamended Text no damage X Rewords, but
limits, NMSA §47-8-28 essence of 4.105
preserved, NMSA§47-8-30
OKLAHOMA Deletes second X Double rent damages, 41 X
sentence 41 O.S. O.S. Supp. 1978, §1201
Supp. 1978, §129
OREGON X X Deleted, but some relief X Unamended Text X
in ORS §91.805(3) $200 limit prior
written notice,
ORS §91.805
VIRGINIA Deletes second Deletes 4.101(b),(c),(d); No damage limits, C.V. Deletes 4.104(a), Expands 4.105,
sentence C.V. 21 days in lieu of 14 §55-248.22 C.V. §55-248.23 C.V. §55-248.25
§55-248.19 days, C.V. §55-248.21
TENNESSEE X X
WASHINGTON L RCWA §§59.18.070 Completely reorganizes and rewords URLTA §§4.101 - 4.107
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URLTA SECTIONS
4.106 4.107 4.201 4.202 4.203 4.204
ALASKA X X No attorney fees; lower time X X
limits, AS §34.03.220
ARIZONA Accounting begins when tenant 2 months rent 4.201(a): no repeat occurrences X Deletes x
starts to vacate, AS §33-1366B and double reference; tenant redemption 4.203(a),(b);
damages, AS within notice period, AS Unamended TextAS
§33-1367 633-1368A; §33-1370
4.201(b): 7 days; tenant is
reinstated by payment AS§33-13688
FLORIDA X X X X X X
HAWAII X X All notice to terminate is 5 X X X
business days, HRS §521-68
IOWA x x ICA §562A.27(2): 3 days in X ICA §562A.29: X
4.201(b); ICA §562A.27(3): Amended Text 14
Amended Text days in 4.203(d)
KANSAS 5 days in 4.106(a)(1), KRS 1 1/2 months Deletes last sentence of Unamended Text x
§58-2562(a) (1) rent or 1 1/2 4.201(a); 3 days in 4.201(b); 30 days in
damages, KRS Unamended Text KRS §58-2564 4.203(b), KRS§58-2563 §58-2565
KENTUCKY Deletes 4.106(a) (2) Deletes treble 14 days and 15 days respectively X X x
damages, KRS for 1st limits in 4.201(a); 7
_ _§383.655 days in 4.201(b), KRS §383.660
MONTANA x X No 30 days in 4.201(a); 3 X Similar to Amended No reference to
days in 4.201(b); Unamended Text RCM accepting partial
Text RCM §42.433 §42.435(1) rent payment RCM§42.436
NEBRASKA Tenant is liable for his own X Unamended T xt 3 days in Unamended Text X
negligence, NRS §76-1429 4.201(b), NRS §76-1431 NRS §76-1432
NEW MEXICO 7 days in 4.106(a)(1); no No damage limits, Unamended T xt 7 days in Unamended Text
L/Lliabiityfortenantnegligence NMSA §47-8-31 lieu of 14 day limits; 3 days 0SA §47-8-34
in 4.106(b), NMSA §47-8-31 in 4.201(b), NMSA §47-8-33-A
OKLAHOMA X Greater of double X §121 x
rent or double rewords
damages, 41 O.S.
Supp 1978 §123
OREGON 2 months rent 10 days in lieu of 14 days x x
and double in 4.201 (a); L/L can terminate
damages, ORS in 24 hours after 10 days of
§91.815 rent nonpayment ORS §91.820
VIRGINIA x X Unamended T xt, C.V. x x Part payment is no
§55-248.25 waiver, C.V.§55-248.34
TENNESSEE x x Unamended T xt TCA X Amended Text TCA X
S§64-2845(c) §64-2847(a)
WASHINGTON 4.101 - 4.107 reorganized by RCWA §§59.18.070 4.201 - 4.202 reorganized by
et seq. RCWA §§59.18.160 et seq.
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URLTA SECTIONS
4.205 4.206 4.207 4.301 4.302 5.101 6.101 6.102 6.1036.104 
________________ 
______
ALASKA X X X l4 days in 4.301(a); 30 X X X X X X
days in 4.301(b); no
attorney fees, AS§34.03.290
ARIZONA X No attorney X 30 days in 4.301(b), AS No attorney fees, Deletes X XX X
fees, AS §33-1375B; 2 months and AS §33-1376B 5.101(c)(3); 6§33-1373 double damages in 4.301(c) months in
AS §33-1375C 5.101(b), AS§33-1381B
FLORIDA X X X X X X X X X X
HAWAII X X X X No damage limit, No time limits; X X X X
HRS §521-73 more detail in
Ktext, HRS §521-75
IOWA X X X No damage limit in X x X X X X
1_ _4.301(c), ICA §562A.34
KANSAS X X X 7 days in 4.301(a); 60 No damage limit Deletes all but X X X X
days in 4.301(b); 1 1/2 in 4.302(b), KRS first sentence, KRSfactor in 4.301(c), KRS §58-2571(b) §58-2572§58-2570
KENTUCKY X X X No minimum da ages,KRS x X X X X X
S §3-700
MONTANA X X X 7 days in 4.301(a); 30 No minimum dam- 6 month X X X X
days in 4.301(b), RCM ages in4.302(b), protection, RCM§42.440 RCM §42.441(2) §42.442(2)
NEBRASKA Deletes X X 7 days in 4.301(a); 30 X Deletes 1 year X X X
4.205(a) days in 4.301(b), NRS limit, NRS
"grandfather §76-1437 §76-1439 (3)
clause,"
NRS§76-1434(1)
NEW MEXICO X X 7 days in 4.301(a); 30 No damage limits, Deletes al but 6.101 - 6.104 reworded by
days in 4.301(b); no NMSA §47-8-38B first sentence of NMSA §§47-8-50,51
damage limits, NMSA 5.101(b), NMSA
1§47437 §47-39B
OKLAHOMA 7 days in 4.301(a); 30 x X X X
days in 4.301(b); double
rent in 4.301(c), 41 O.S.
Supp. 1978, §111
OREGON x X X 30 days in 4.301(b); x X
double rent and double
1 damages, ORS §91-855
VIRGINIA X No damage limits, C.V. No damage limits, Rewords C.V.§55-248.37 CV. §55-248.38 §55-248.39
TENNESSEE Liens X X 30 days in 4.301(b); no No damage limits, Deletes X X
Perfected damage limits, ICA TCA §64-2853(b) 5.101(b),(c)
under §64-2852
U.C.C., TCA
§64-2849
WASHINGTON X Generally allowed 90 days; reor-
elsewhere, but ganized byRCWA4.302 deleted §§59.18.240, 250
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